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fho nivi-^^Tonal Railway Manager. _
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Respon ctewts

p^jAor.-hiP Mr. Kuldiil.._.Singk.„.Member..„^^^
nn that aIn this OA the applicant is claiming

directicn be given to the respondents-Railways to giant
him interest on delayed Payment of pension, oommutation
and DCRG.

The facts in brief are that the applioant had
earlier filed an OA under Section <9 of the Administrative
Tribunal's Act. 1985 and the OA was disposed of vide order
hated 21 , 1 . 199', wherein it was Plea'Jed by the department
that a maior penalty charge-sheet has been issued so the
amounts are to be withheld. However, in the operative
portion of the judginent. the Tribunal iiad given dirt

ndents-Railways to dispose of the disciplinaryto the resporu
r 110proceedings as expeditiouslv as possible and in cas<

applicant is exonerated. he should be compensated
o f i i"! 10 r e s t o i'l D C R G..w.o f! & t .a r i 1 y b y wa y
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now clairTis that since no penalty has-f, ^ . . f- — '

been awarded to hltn. eo it should be deemed that he has
b«.„ exonerated and he should be held entitled for
i r; t. 0 r 0 S t. i

t

4, On the contrary, the plea of the respondents is

that a disciplinary enquiry was initiated against the
,.nnnn«nt- but the appUcant did not appear and the enquiry
•— f- f- •

„roo»e,ied ex-parte wherein he was held responsible for

certain misconduct and the disciplinary authority had
proposed 3 0% out. in. the gratuity of the applicuut out
since the applicant had voluntarily retired and the case

of the applicant was to be referred to the UPSC, so the
Chief Operating Manager decided that the„ case of the

be referred to UPSC for cut in

sue of Government Displeasure.

a p p 1 i c a, n t. s h o u 1 d n o t.

'ir atui ty and directed for issi

Honce, the Government Displeasure was issued to the
applicant. So the respondents says that the applicant was

delay if at all any has occurred bynot exoneroted and the delay

\

t!

■naining ev--parte during disciplinary proceedings.
the applicant's not joining the disciplinary proceedi
and revp.c

ngs

5^ In these circumstances, I find that there is a

valid explanation given by the Railway Department as to
how the pension, gratuity and DCRQ could not be released
by trie departfnent and this fact had also came on record in
the earlier OA where it was mentioned that the
disciplinary proceedings had been initiated against the
applicant when he had claimed pension, gratuity and DCRG.
The fact that the applicant did not cooperate and tire
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gnni\iry proGssdsci ©x — psrt© sQ&inst th© 3pplic8.nt 3nd th©

fso't' ths't th© c'.pplicsnt. hsd not bs©n fully ©xonsrstBd snd

that a Goysrnrnpnt Displsasur© had been issued to th©

sppl^canti All these facts has not. been de.^iied by th©

applicant: These facts justify to disallow any i.nt©.'"©st

over the release of such amount,

6: In view of the abovej th© 0:A: has no merits

and the same is dismissed: No costs.

{Kuldip Simigh)
Member CJ>
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